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(1) 

THE FUTURE OF MONEY: 
COINAGE PRODUCTION 

Tuesday, April 17, 2012 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON DOMESTIC MONETARY 

POLICY AND TECHNOLOGY, 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL SERVICES, 

Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room 

2128, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Ron Paul [chairman of 
the subcommittee] presiding. 

Members present: Representatives Paul, Luetkemeyer, Huizenga, 
Hayworth, Schweikert; Clay, Maloney, Green, and Cleaver. 

Also present: Representative Stivers. 
Chairman PAUL. This hearing will come to order. Without objec-

tion, all Members’ opening statements will be made a part of the 
record. 

The Chair also notes that the gentleman from Ohio, Mr. Stivers, 
wishes to sit in on this hearing. Without objection, he will be seat-
ed for this hearing and recognized for an opening statement and 
for questions. 

I now recognize myself for 5 minutes to make an opening state-
ment. 

I want to welcome everybody to the hearing this morning. This 
is a subject that is not brand new. It has come up in the past on 
what we should do with our coinage, what we should do with the 
penny, what we should do with the nickel, and why we have to 
keep changing it all the time. 

I see a hearing like this and this discussion, which has gone on 
literally for years, as being a technical discussion which cannot be 
ignored. But there is also a monetary issue involved here, which is 
generally ignored, and I don’t think it should be. Why should we 
have to change the nature of our coinage? Why shouldn’t a penny 
be a copper penny? Why shouldn’t a dime be a silver dime? Why 
shouldn’t a double eagle be gold? 

And the reason is very simple. It is because we as a country live 
beyond our means. We want to spend too much money overseas. 
We want to spend too much money at home. We run up huge defi-
cits. We can’t cover it by taxes. We can’t borrow enough money, so 
therefore, we print money. And that is where the problem comes 
from. 

We print money. The value of the money goes down and the cost 
of things go up. The cost of labor goes up. The cost of commodities 
go up. First, the so-called value or the dollar value of silver and 
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gold and copper and zinc—they go up essentially because the value 
of the dollar goes down. 

But we can tinker. We can change. We can take the penny and 
dilute the metal. In the old days, they might just clip the coins or 
dilute the gold or the silver. Today, we even dilute base metals. 

First, we were on gold standards and silver standards. We 
couldn’t maintain it. And then, we thought at least we could have 
a copper standard. The penny had real value up until about 1980. 
And then, the value of the copper became worth more than the 
penny itself. 

So this is where our problem lies. And if we are trying to deal 
with this by saving money, by changing the technicalities on how 
we produce the coinage itself, and think there might be a savings— 
this idea that we can save money is rather interesting to me, be-
cause the U.S. Mint isn’t even in the appropriations business. They 
so-call earn their own money. Yes, they mint their own money. It 
is sort of like saying the Federal Reserve doesn’t—the Fed can 
make profits. Of course, they create as much money as they want. 

But diluting the metals doesn’t solve the problem. And so, we 
haven’t been able to maintain the zinc standard. Now, we are going 
to the steel standard. But it seems we are not even starting off 
really well with the steel standard. Under the steel standard—the 
best I can do with these calculations—it will cost us more than a 
penny to make a penny. And a lot of people don’t even like the 
penny. I don’t know how this is all going to work out. 

Sometimes, we mint coins and there seems to be no market for 
them. We mint silver—not silver dollars—but metallic dollars. And 
they keep making it and the Mint makes money with seigniorage. 
But the truth is dollars, metal dollars, don’t circulate. The Fed 
buys them. I think sometimes we kid ourselves about this. 

But my prediction is this may be helpful. It may save a couple 
of dollars. Others will argue it doesn’t save anything—that it might 
hide the problem for a little bit, but eventually we will have to deal 
with the real problem in this country. 

The reason we have a problem with our coinage—the problem we 
have with our money, whether it is silver dollars or gold dollars— 
is the fact that we live beyond our means. And we think we can 
get away with just creating money out of thin air and believe that 
is real wealth. But that is all coming to an end. 

So the most I think we could expect if we do anything about sil-
ver—steel pennies or not—will not address, I think, the real prob-
lem that we have in this country. Since the Mint is not even in the 
budget, to say that there will be a savings, I think might be a bit 
of a stretch. I would like to save literally billions, if not trillions 
of dollars, and address the subject. 

But in the meantime, we will be dealing with these technicalities 
on how we mint the coinage. And obviously, it is the Congress that 
has this responsibility. It is not the Treasury. It is not the Mint. 
It is not the Executive Branch. Explicitly, in the Constitution, it 
says that Congress should have this responsibility and we 
shouldn’t be reneging and giving up on this responsibility. 

So with that, I would like to yield to Congresswoman Maloney. 
Mrs. MALONEY. In some ways, this hearing is timely. Canada’s 

recent announcement to eliminate the penny has many in Congress 
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questioning whether we should be doing the same thing. Have we 
simply stopped using smaller denomination coins like the penny to 
warrant making it a thing of the past? 

And there are several legislative proposals that would change the 
composition of the penny to make it cheaper to produce. But under 
the Coin Modernization Act that this Congress passed in 2010, the 
Mint is required to undertake an extensive study of alternative 
compositions of coins. This study will be completed at the end of 
this year. So I hope that this subcommittee will take another look 
at this issue when that study is released and specific recommenda-
tions are made in terms of how we can move forward. 

For now, Congress has the authority to set the weights and 
measures of coins that are produced, so I look forward to the testi-
mony. But I think we should wait until the report comes out later 
this year before taking any specific actions. Thank you. I yield 
back. 

Chairman PAUL. I thank the gentlelady. And now, I recognize 
Congressman Stivers from Ohio. 

Mr. STIVERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to thank 
Chairman Bachus and Chairman Paul from the subcommittee for 
allowing this important hearing today. 

I am a new Member of Congress. And I came here to help cut 
excessive government spending and save taxpayers money. I appre-
ciate Chairman Paul’s comments about the real problem in Wash-
ington being spending. I believe that to be true, and I am working 
hard to address that. But in these tough fiscal times, I think there 
are some things we can do to be much more efficient in America 
about the way we mint our coins, more specifically, the composition 
of our coins. 

I recognize what the gentlelady from New York stated about a 
study that the Mint is currently conducting, which will be finished 
by the end of year. But that is no reason for us to wait to do our 
own due diligence. We need to forge ahead, which I appreciate this 
committee is doing. I am not saying we are going to absolutely run 
roughshod over a study or go ahead of it, but I do think we need 
to continue to do our job. 

So earlier this year, I introduced legislation to change the com-
position of the 1-cent and 5-cent coins. Because since 2006, the 
commodity metals required to manufacture those coins have made 
those couple of denominations—the penny and the nickel—very ex-
pensive and uneconomical. Specifically, the cost of minting a 1-cent 
and 5-cent coin is greater than their face value. 

In fact, included in the U.S. Mint’s recent annual report, the unit 
cost to produce a penny was 2.41 cents. And the cost to produce 
a nickel was 11.18 cents. Last year, the Mint produced 4.3 billion 
pennies and 914 million nickels. 

Currently, the penny is produced from highly expensive zinc, 
which is copper-plated. And the nickel is made of a nickel-copper 
alloy. The production costs of these denominations have resulted in 
millions more in cost to the Treasury—to the Mint—than they need 
to have. 

And so that is why I suggested, in my legislation, creating steel 
coins. An American multi-ply steel composition would the material 
we would use. Most nickel is from Canada, but even Canada makes 
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their nickels out of steel, ironically. And because it is an American 
resource, it would help American jobs and these new coins could 
easily resemble the current coins. You could put a copper plating 
on a steel penny and they could co-circulate with the existing cur-
rency and be used in things like vending machines. 

In fact, there was a recent study that estimated that replacing 
the metallic content of nickels and dimes could actually save as 
much as $182 million to $207 million annually. So, I think it is a 
great opportunity for the U.S. Mint to operate more efficiently. 

I know the U.S. Mint is considering various materials, but I 
think that the Royal Canadian Mint recently made their transition 
to steel coins. It has been an effort that has saved the taxpayers 
in Canada money. I think it could work here. And I think it is 
worth examining. 

I appreciate Chairman Paul for having this hearing and I look 
forward to addressing the issues related to making our coins much 
more economical. 

Thank you, Chairman Paul. I yield back the balance of my time. 
Chairman PAUL. I thank the gentleman. 
I thank the Members for their opening statements, and now I 

would like to introduce our witnesses. 
Mr. John Blake is executive vice president of engineering at 

Cummins Allison Corporation, a leading producer of coin and cur-
rency counting machines. 

Mr. Rodney Bosco is the director of the disputes and investiga-
tions practice at Navigant Consulting, Incorporated. 

Mr. Dennis Weber is a coin industry consultant, and was for-
merly the vice president of marketing and sales for Jarden Zinc 
Products. 

Without objection, your written statements will be made a part 
of the record. You will now be recognized for a 5-minute summary 
of your testimony. We will start with Mr. Blake. 

STATEMENT OF JOHN BLAKE, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT 
OF ENGINEERING, CUMMINS ALLISON CORPORATION 

Mr. BLAKE. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, on be-
half of Cummins Allison Corporation, we would like to thank you 
for this opportunity for me to speak with you today. My name is 
John Blake. I am executive vice president of Cummins Allison, in 
charge of the engineering and product development function. 

Cummins Allison is a privately held company located near Chi-
cago in Mt. Prospect, Illinois. And we are a global leader in the de-
velopment of systems for counting, sorting, and authenticating cur-
rency, checks, and coins. We have a 125-year heritage of leadership 
and product innovation. We serve financial institutions worldwide, 
as well as retail, gaming, armored carriers, government, and vir-
tually anybody who handles coin and currency sorting and proc-
essing. 

We have 50 branch offices in the United States that sell and 
service our products. We also have wholly owned subsidiaries in 
France, Germany, Canada, the U.K., and Ireland. And we work 
with a network of dealerships worldwide in 70 different countries 
that also sell and service our products. 
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All Cummins products are designed, developed, and manufac-
tured in the United States. And we have a portfolio of 350 patents 
that we depend on to protect our IP and support our R&D invest-
ments. 

As far as products, we have a broad portfolio of products from 
small desktop machines for retailers to large high-speed machines 
for volume customers who demand industry leading speed, accu-
racy, and dependability. We also have a line of self-service coin ma-
chines used by the public to count coins that are collected at home. 

And one of the critical features of our products is our sensing 
technology. We have a research group near San Diego that devel-
ops state-of-the-art sensing technologies that are used in our equip-
ment. What that allows our customers to do is to authenticate and 
denominate currency and coin, and off-sort any strangers or coun-
terfeit. 

Cummins Allison supports congressional efforts to identify cost- 
savings opportunities, including efforts to reduce costs associated 
with the circulation of coin and currency. And being an IP-inten-
sive engineering and manufacturing company, we understand the 
challenge; that is, how to reduce cost while still being innovative 
and maintaining features and functionality and quality. We know 
firsthand it is not an easy endeavor. 

Cummins Allison has been through a number of coin changes 
from various countries. Some have gone well. Some have not gone 
very well. And I offer the following points for consideration. 

The United States has been through a number of changes. Take 
the penny, for instance. Most of those changes, more recently, have 
been done to material only. They have maintained the size; that is, 
the diameter and the thickness of the coin. And those transitions 
to those new designs or new materials have gone relatively smooth-
ly. 

In other countries—we have been talking about the Canadian 
one dollar and two dollars that was recently introduced, 2 weeks 
ago. There again, they have changed the material only. They have 
maintained the diameter and the thickness of the coin. And at least 
from what I understand today, the transition has been relatively 
smooth in that regard. 

Cummins Allison’s machines can process material changes. It be-
comes more difficult when you start talking about changing the di-
ameter and thicknesses of coins. Those changes could require sig-
nificant modifications to our machines or perhaps even replace-
ment, which would be a significant impact in the marketplace. 

Coin construction can have impact in other ways. It can impact 
machine function and coin durability, such as if you use soft mate-
rials. If you use soft materials, that impacts not only the wear 
characteristics of the coin, but also the durability of the machines 
that we have in the marketplace. 

Common metals also are more readily available, and therefore, 
are an open opportunity for counterfeiting—maybe not so much a 
threat for low-value coins. But certainly for higher-value coins, that 
would become a significant concern. So, the ease of counterfeiting 
should be carefully studied in any change that is proposed. 

Coins should be unique to other coins in other countries. Again, 
counterfeiting—we had one particular case in the U.K. with the 
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U.K. pound, where they used the same blank in another country, 
and it is creating a problem in the U.K. 

Some competitors use scales. While Cummins equipment can 
process coins of different weights, when you are talking about 
scales and different weights of material, it is very difficult to sepa-
rate denominations, count and authenticate, based on the dif-
ferences of weight of a particular denomination of coin. 

Finally, changes could impact worldwide the value of American 
currency and could affect public commerce. Confidence in commerce 
will cost the government far more than what would be saved by ini-
tial material alteration. 

So for seamless transition, Cummins Allison believes that stake-
holder input is essential, and early involvement is the key. Stake-
holders should work collectively to raise and address issues. And 
we suggest the development of a government industry stakeholder 
taskforce that would ensure technical, commercial, and public 
issues are addressed early and at every stage of the project. 

For Cummins directly, we would welcome the ability to test and 
report on options early and we believe this is very important. We 
prefer to establish a strong partnership with Congress, the Treas-
ury Department, and the U.S. Mint. This relationship would ensure 
that decisions made are in the best interest of the American public. 

So in conclusion, Mr. Chairman and members of the sub-
committee, again, thank you for the opportunity to appear here. 
Cummins appreciates your efforts and supports the efforts of the 
U.S. Mint to reduce costs. However, we encourage everyone to pro-
ceed slowly and cautiously on decisions to alter weight, appearance, 
size, and material of our Nation’s coins. Any savings realized would 
mean nothing if there are societal costs due to the inability to proc-
ess and circulate American currency. If changes make coins attrac-
tive to counterfeit, that puts our economic and national security at 
risk. 

So, we commend the subcommittee for taking the time and care 
to research this important matter. Going forward, we encourage 
Congress, the Treasury Department, and the United States Mint to 
consult with all stakeholders long before decisions are made. This 
should ensure a smooth transition and public acceptance while pro-
tecting the security of our Nation’s monetary system. Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Blake can be found on page 26 
of the appendix.] 

Chairman PAUL. Thank you. Now, I recognize Mr. Bosco. 

STATEMENT OF RODNEY J. BOSCO, DIRECTOR, DISPUTES AND 
INVESTIGATIONS PRACTICE, NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC. 

Mr. BOSCO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the sub-
committee, Congressman Stivers. My name is Rodney Bosco. I am 
a director in the Disputes and Investigations Practice at Navigant 
Consulting, Incorporated. Navigant is a global advisory firm that 
provides independent, objective analysis and opinions on account-
ing, financial, economic, and operational issues facing our clients. 

I am pleased to testify today concerning our Nation’s coinage, the 
factors that influence their cost of production, and two studies we 
recently conducted that have applicability to legislation being con-
sidered by this body. 
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Our first study examines potential cost savings available to the 
United States Mint if it were to move to multi-ply plated steel com-
positions for the vended nickel, dime, and quarter denominations. 
Our second study looks at the potential consequences of a hypo-
thetical decision to eliminate production of the penny on the United 
States Mint’s costs and profits. 

Both studies were commissioned by Jarden Zinc Products, North 
America’s leading plated coin blank producer and a licensee of the 
Royal Canadian Mint’s multi-ply plated steel technology. The stud-
ies were conducted by myself and by Kevin Davis, who is a director 
and colleague of mine at Navigant. 

As the subcommittee endeavors to find ways in which to make 
our coins more cost-effective to produce, our work has led us to 
three key findings that I would like to share with you today. First, 
raw material costs—that is, the cost of the metal itself—currently 
make up between 50 and 70 percent of the total production costs 
for the nickel, the dime, and the quarter. 

The change in the metallic content of these coins to multi-ply 
plated steel will reduce the per unit raw material cost of each of 
these coins by over 80 percent, based on recent metal prices. Ap-
plied to the average, historical production of these coins over the 
past 30 years, raw material cost savings would average approxi-
mately $200 million annually. 

Our second finding relates to the opportunity presented by the 
parallel adoption of an alloy recovery program. Under such a pro-
gram, the United States Mint would collect and replace existing 
copper nickel alloy coins with multi-ply plated steel coins and sal-
vage the copper in the nickel from the retrieved coins. Since its 
launch of multi-ply plated steel coins in 2001, the Royal Canadian 
Mint has had in place an alloy recovery program that has gen-
erated more than $200 million in revenue for the Canadian people. 

The United States Mint could execute a similar program for its 
current copper and nickel alloy coins—the 5-cent, 10-cent, and 
quarter, dollar denominations. Based on the analysis we have con-
ducted, which assumes the recovery of one-third of the coins mint-
ed in the last 30 years, such a program has the potential to gen-
erate more than $2 billion in additional revenue for the United 
States Mint. 

Our third finding relates to the impact of eliminating penny pro-
duction on the United States Mint’s costs and profits. The United 
States Mint has reported that its production of 4.3 billion pennies 
during Fiscal Year 2011 resulted in a loss of $60.2 million, or 
roughly 2.4 cents per coin, leading some to suggest that the penny 
should be dropped as a means of eliminating such losses. 

We have found that ending production of the penny would not 
eliminate these losses, as a portion of the United States Mint’s fab-
rication, distribution, and administrative costs currently assigned 
to the penny are fixed and would continue to be incurred regardless 
of whether the penny is produced. 

We estimate this fixed portion to equal $30.7 million, based on 
2001 production, resulting in an apparent cost reduction at first 
blush of $29.5 million in Fiscal Year 2011. However, the analysis 
does not end here. Dropping the penny will result in increased de-
mand for the nickel, which the U.S. Mint currently reports costs an 
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excess of 11 cents to produce each coin. If production of the nickel 
doubled in response to elimination of the penny, a scenario posed 
by the U.S. Mint’s acting Director in answering a question from 
this subcommittee in 2006, the United States Mint would incur 
losses of approximately $40 million related to the additional nickel 
production. This amount is greater than the perceived cost reduc-
tion of $29.5 looking at the penny alone, resulting in an overall in-
crease in net loss to the Mint of as much as $10 million. So our 
analysis of the United States Mint’s costs found the possibility of 
greater losses to the Treasury without the penny. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for the opportunity to appear here 
today. And I welcome the opportunity to answer your questions. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Bosco can be found on page 30 
of the appendix.] 

Chairman PAUL. Thank you. I recognize Mr. Weber. 

STATEMENT OF DENNIS H. WEBER, COIN INDUSTRY 
CONSULTANT 

Mr. WEBER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to visit with the committee this morning and speak to the 
Canadian experience with controlling costs for circulating coinage. 
I am a technical consultant under contract to the Royal Canadian 
Mint. I am not an employee of the Mint, nor am I a spokesman for 
the Royal Canadian Mint. 

For nearly 3,000 years, mankind has used coinage to facilitate 
commercial transactions. And one would think that in that amount 
of time, every possible combination of materials, shapes, and de-
signs would have been used. But societies change. Technologies 
change. And the demands of the marketplace necessitate the con-
tinuous evolution of coinage systems. 

On April 10th, the Royal Canadian Mint completed a process 
that was initiated in 1996. Last week, the Canadian 1-dollar and 
2-dollar coins were converted from nickel and copper-based alloy to 
the modern, safe, and secure multi-ply technology. 

Multi-ply technology is a proprietary process developed in Can-
ada that applies electroplated layers of nickel and copper to an in-
expensive steel core, which creates circulating coinage that is both 
attractive and affordable. In an age of escalating global metal costs, 
governments need to produce coins more cost-effectively without 
compromising quality. Canada has been using the multi-ply process 
for circulating coins since 2001 when the 5-cent, 10-cent, 25-cent, 
and 50-cent denominations were converted from expensive nickel 
and nickel-based alloys to the more affordable steel coins. 

Because the multi-ply steel coins are nearly identical in size, 
weight, and appearance to the nickel alloy coins they replace, the 
transition went almost unnoticed by the general population of Can-
ada. The major reason the transition from pure nickel and nickel 
alloy coins to multi-ply electroplated steel went so smoothly was 
the commitment by the Royal Canadian Mint to involve the major 
stakeholders early and continuously throughout the process. 

The national banks of Canada, charitable organizations, coin 
handling and coin transportation companies, and the vending in-
dustry were personally and continuously updated during the con-
version. Particular attention was given to the vending industry as 
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their support was critical for a seamless changeover. Despite the 
fact that the vending industry represented only a fractional per-
centage of retail transactions, nevertheless, every reasonable effort 
was made to address their concerns. 

The annual production volume of Canadian circulation of coins 
has traditionally been only about one-tenth the volume of circu-
lating coins produced by the U.S. Mint. Nevertheless, the trans-
formation from nickel and nickel alloy to multi-ply has saved Cana-
dian taxpayers over $250 million. 

The older pure nickel and nickel alloy coins have successfully co- 
circulated in Canada with the new multi-ply coin for over a decade. 
The Royal Canadian Mint, however, has for the last 6 years main-
tained an active program of removing the older nickel and nickel 
alloy coins from circulation. 

Again, with the escalating global prices for commodity metals, 
the older coins are eventually defaced and sold for their metal con-
tent. The profit from these sales is returned to the Canadian tax-
payers. But Canada is not alone in enjoying the cost-saving bene-
fits of multi-ply technology. Since its introduction, multi-ply tech-
nology has been adopted internationally by 28 different countries, 
representing over 60 denominations. 

The New Zealand experience is a good illustration of this process. 
In 2004, the Reserve Bank of New Zealand sought public input on 
a proposal to reduce the size of the 10-cent, 20-cent, and 50-cent 
coin, while concurrently changing the composition from expensive 
alloy to electroplated steel. The Reserve Bank wanted to reduce the 
size of the coins to make coin usage more convenient for the public 
and for cash-handling businesses. The conversion to electroplated 
steel was motivated by the desire to maintain positive seigniorage 
well into the future. 

The Reserve Bank also recognized that to be accepted by the 
public, the new coins had to be durable and they needed to function 
in vending machines. After extensive, independent testing, the Re-
serve Bank of New Zealand selected multi-ply as the only process 
that met their criteria for public acceptance. Multi-ply coins have 
been in circulation in New Zealand since 2006. 

The Reserve Bank of New Zealand took a very aggressive ap-
proach with the introduction of their new multi-ply coins. Rather 
than co-circulate coins of different sizes and different compositions, 
the Reserve Bank elected to completely replace the old coins and 
over a period of 6 months, old coins were removed from circulation 
as the new coins were introduced. 

After the coins were recalled, they were demonetized, and the de-
monetized coins were sold to recoup the current metal value. The 
profit generated from the demonetized coins was sufficient to cover 
the cost of the new multi-ply coins and to generate additional rev-
enue for the taxpayers of New Zealand. 

I brought with me samples today for the committee of current 
circulation coins for the Canadian 5-cent and 25-cent coin. And I 
think the committee will notice that the 5-cent coin is almost iden-
tical in weight and feel to the U.S. nickel. The major difference is 
that the Canadian 5-cent coin costs approximately 3 cents to 
produce versus the reported 11-cent cost to manufacture the U.S. 
5-cent coin. Assuming that approximately a billion coins or a billion 
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nickels are produced every year, this generates a cost savings to 
the American taxpayer of approximately $80 million a year. 

So I want to thank the committee for the opportunity to appear 
today, and I look forward to your questions. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Weber can be found on page 98 
of the appendix.] 

Chairman PAUL. I thank the panel, and I will yield myself 5 min-
utes for questioning. 

I want to talk a little bit about a cost, but not the cost to the 
government because we are debating on how much money the gov-
ernment might save or what it will be—how much cost it will be 
to change. But what about the cost to private industry or local gov-
ernment that has meters—parking meters—or other coin ma-
chines? There have been some estimates that there will be a cost 
to them, too. They have to change their equipment and change 
their coin machines. One estimate was as low as $530 million, 
which would be not inconsequential. It is really hard to calculate 
absolutely how much it would cost—some have even said it could 
cost over a billion dollars. 

Mr. Blake or Mr. Bosco, could you address that? What is the 
cost? We can’t say there would be no cost. There has to be some 
cost when these machines have to be changed. 

Mr. BLAKE. I can speak on behalf of Cummins Allison and our 
equipment. It is a difficult thing to say because it depends mostly 
on the nature of the changes. As I mentioned earlier, if you change 
metal only and you maintain the size and diameter of the coin, the 
cost, at least for our equipment, would most likely be less signifi-
cant, maybe because we most likely will have to change things like 
software or sensors or things like that. 

As far as the other industries, the vending industries, again, I 
would encourage the committee to engage those organizations and 
really study this and consider any changes. It could be significant, 
or it could be simple. It depends on what it is. 

Chairman PAUL. But you wouldn’t be able to eliminate some 
costs to the vendors? 

Mr. BLAKE. There is always going to be an associated cost. Even 
if I had to update software for a particular machine, there is al-
ways a cost involved. How extensive that is depends on the nature 
of the changes. 

Chairman PAUL. Do you have anything to add, Mr. Bosco? 
Mr. BOSCO. We certainly recognize the fact that there will be ad-

ditional costs. Unfortunately, the scope of our analysis was cen-
tered on the impact of the Mint’s operations and did not look at ex-
ternal consequences of changing the coins. So unfortunately, I am 
not in a position to add anything further to the discussion. 

Chairman PAUL. Mr. Weber, I wanted to ask about the cost of 
the blanks. This is a basic cost and we can’t ignore that. But if we 
could buy blanks from a foreign country at one-half the price that 
they can be produced in the United States, would that be a wise 
move for us in the Congress to recommend that we buy the steel 
blanks at the best price? 

Mr. WEBER. I think there is adequate capacity from vendors in 
the United States to supply blanks to the U.S. Mint, so that 
shouldn’t ever be an issue. And there is certainly—if those blanks 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 12:15 Aug 17, 2012 Jkt 075089 PO 00000 Frm 00016 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 K:\DOCS\75089.TXT TERRIE



11 

could be purchased domestically, the impact on transportation 
costs—I don’t know if it would be exempt from import duties or 
whatever, but certainly, I think if we can keep that business at 
home, it would be a lot better. 

I should mention that in fact, all of the steel that goes into the 
Canadian coins for their circulation business and for the coins that 
they produce and export to foreign countries, comes from steel 
which is precision-rolled here in the United States. So, the steel for 
those coins are used in Canada. And the coins that are exported 
do come from the United States. 

Chairman PAUL. Yes, but wouldn’t it be a wise and frugal move 
that if it came up—we don’t know how to predict future prices— 
if it were 50 percent lower, wouldn’t this be a wise thing for us to 
do since we are in the business of trying to save some money? 

Mr. WEBER. I think that all of those options need to be consid-
ered. 

Chairman PAUL. Okay. Also, I would like to ask a little bit about 
eliminating the penny—you really don’t save money. Was that you, 
Mr. Bosco? You mentioned that you don’t save a whole lot of money 
by just stopping? To me, this is rather amazing, astounding that 
you can stop something—I can’t imagine anything in private indus-
try where you no longer produce something and there would be no 
savings. But why don’t you explain that to me, that you wouldn’t 
save money, because you are not—if you got rid of the penny, you 
wouldn’t be buying blanks anymore, so there has to be some sav-
ings. Would you address that? 

Mr. BOSCO. And you are absolutely right, Mr. Chairman. If the 
United States were to stop production of the penny, they would no 
longer purchase blanks from their current supplier and that would 
save them approximately $47 million. In addition, they would lose 
the revenue that they receive from selling those finished pennies 
to the Federal Reserve of approximately $43 million. So we are 
looking at a net savings just at that level, of approximately $4.3 
million. 

The other issue, though, which is perhaps unique to the penny, 
but perhaps is not as prevalent in other types of commercial goods, 
is that in order to facilitate commerce, there needs to be low de-
nomination coins. And in the absence of the penny being available 
as a low denomination coin, the nickel would need to pick up the 
slack. Additional nickels would need to be produced. And under the 
current composition of the nickel, the Mint would lose approxi-
mately 6.5 cents for each nickel it makes. 

So yes, up to a point, there is savings for the penny, but then 
when you take into account the additional demand for the nickel, 
those savings become eroded, and eventually they flip over and be-
come additional loss. 

Chairman PAUL. But I am not sure we can compare selling some-
thing to the Federal Reserve as a real sale. The Federal Reserve 
has no money, except they print it. It is not really a cost. It really 
indirectly is a part of the problem, because the Fed just creates the 
money and they buy these pennies or the dollars and that so-called 
profit goes to the Mint. And it is just sort of a game that we play. 

So if you didn’t have that money coming in, and let’s say the 
Mint was on budget where it should be and the Congress had to 
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appropriate the money, they are going to go to the Fed, too. They 
won’t have the money. They just go to the Fed and the Fed prints 
the money and gives it to the Mint. So this idea that we are actu-
ally selling something which might not ever be used, and quite 
frankly, I am not sure too many people are using these pennies. 
They tell me there are a lot of jars filled with pennies in people’s 
homes. And this whole idea that the Fed keeps buying them—I 
can’t imagine a bank actually ordering pennies from the Federal 
Reserve, because they have a high demand for pennies. Most peo-
ple are trying to get rid of their pennies. Though, what I would like 
to sort of hone in on is actually where we are, but anyway, I want 
to go ahead and yield to Mr. Cleaver his 5 minutes. 

Mr. CLEAVER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me first present a 
statement from Richard Peterson, the Deputy Director of the U.S. 
Mint, who is not here with us today. And I ask for unanimous con-
sent that this statement be placed in the hearing record. 

Chairman PAUL. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. CLEAVER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I understand the desire 

to want to get this issue out in the discussion arena for the Mem-
bers, but we are going to receive a report from the Treasury in De-
cember. Many of the issues we are discussing, I think, would be 
discussed at that time when the report comes in. And many of the 
answers that we are considering may be provided in the report. 

Nonetheless, I do have some issues. One is, of course, whether 
or not, with the Coin Modernization and Taxpayer Savings Act, it 
would allow the Treasury the authority to make these changes, in-
cluding coin composition, without Congress. 

Now, I am assuming, Mr. Weber, that when Canada did this, 
they went through the budget process. And so, therefore, I guess 
maybe the legislators did make some changes if it went through 
the legislative process. Is that what happened? 

Mr. WEBER. Yes. The Canadian Mint and the U.S. Mint are very 
similar, in that neither one of those organizations makes policy. 
They implement policy. So just as the U.S. Mint produces coins 
that are specified by Congress, the Royal Canadian Mint produces 
coins that are specified by Parliament. 

Mr. CLEAVER. Were there provisions made for the high possibility 
that the metals would increase in cost at some point, and a can-
didate could again face a situation where the cost of the metal ex-
ceeds the monetary unit? Was there some provision made for that? 

Mr. WEBER. I am a little off base here, but I think that the provi-
sions that were established back in the mid-1990s that allowed for 
the creation of multi-ply coins, which we believe will be in positive 
seigniorage well into the future, did allow for the Canadian 1-cent 
coin to be produced in either copper-plated zinc or copper-plated 
steel, at the discretion of the Mint, whichever was more cost effec-
tive for the taxpayer. 

So, there was on the lowest denomination coins some flexibility 
built in. But the multi-ply was seen as a real solution to the long- 
term negative seigniorage potential. The elimination of commodity 
metals and going to a very cost effective steel core coin was—is per-
ceived to be effective in keeping all of those coins in positive sei-
gniorage for at least the next decade. 
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Mr. CLEAVER. Yes. That is where I was going is that ultimately, 
or eventually, you are going to end up having to address that issue, 
even if it is 10 years from now. Am I correct? 

Mr. WEBER. I am a bit of a coin collector and I have, as Dr. Paul 
alluded to, $20 gold pieces and $1 Morgan silver dollars. And I 
think it would be extremely difficult in a commodity-driven market-
place to maintain an alloy coin in a positive seigniorage position for 
an indefinite period of time. But that is why modernization efforts 
have to take place. The economy is constantly changing. 

If you look at the number of coins produced by the U.S. Mint, 
they are half of what they were a decade ago. And that is because 
of e-commerce, debit cards, etc. 

Mr. CLEAVER. I don’t have time to get my next question out to 
Mr. Bosco, so I will ask it later. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

Chairman PAUL. I thank the gentleman. And now, I yield 5 min-
utes to Mr. Luetkemeyer from Missouri. 

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Bosco, I was 
interested in—we were discussing this before at the committee 
hearing and I want to follow up a little bit with the comments 
made by the chairman. 

I had two interns in my office in the last 2 years from Aus-
tralia—one last year and one this year. And when they got ready 
to leave, I asked them what was the unique thing about our coun-
try or just interesting thing that they thought off the top of their 
head would be something that would stick out with them. And both 
of them made a comment with regards to the penny, which is inter-
esting, because they said, ‘‘In Australia, we don’t have pennies. We 
just round it up to the nearest nickel.’’ They said, ‘‘It is very incon-
venient to carry all those pennies in our pocket all the time.’’ 

Do you know of any other countries in the world that don’t have 
pennies or pence or whatever it is? 

Mr. BOSCO. I know that there are other sovereignties that have 
dropped their pennies— 

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Their lowest denomination? 
Mr. BOSCO. I can’t name them for you as I sit here, but I know 

certainly Australia and New Zealand— 
Mr. LUETKEMEYER. It begs the question that the chairman was 

asking about your comment with regards to saving money by not— 
that we can’t save any money by getting rid of the penny. I really 
have a problem with trying to grasp how you cannot save money 
by doing that. 

Your comment that we are going to use more nickels, I really 
don’t see how that is even close to being accurate from the stand-
point you may use a few more, but I don’t think you are going to 
use many more, because you are going to have the same amount 
of economic activity instead of having your 95—instead of being 97 
cents, you have 95 cents with a nickel on the end of it and two pen-
nies—you will just have 95 cents if you round it down. Or if it goes 
to the upper—the next nickel, it would be the dollar. So I don’t 
know why we would have more nickels. Can you explain to me why 
we would need more nickels? 

Mr. BOSCO. Certainly. What we do know is when countries have 
retired their lowest denomination coin, there has always been an 
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increase in the usage of the new lowest denomination coin. In the 
case of Australia, there was an increase in the number of 5-cent 
coins that were minted once the 1- and 2-cent coins had been re-
tired. 

The motivation for our analysis really centered on the testimony 
or the answer provided by the Mint’s then-acting Director in 2006 
to a question posed by the subcommittee: What would happen to 
the United States coinage and the costs to create that coinage if 
the penny were to be dropped at that time? And the acting Director 
responded in part by saying that there would be an increase in the 
production of nickels to compensate for that. And the challenge 
that was faced was that the nickels were being made at a loss at 
the present time. 

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. I understand that part of it. I was just kind 
of curious about the increased usage. I really would have to have 
somebody sit down with me and go through the transaction and 
show me how we were going to be using more nickels. I really have 
a problem with that. But that is neither here nor there. 

Mr. Weber, in your written testimony, you said something about 
the Canadian Mint investigating issuance of special digital cur-
rency. Can you tell me what digital currency is? 

Mr. WEBER. Yes. That wasn’t actually in my testimony, but there 
was an announcement recently that the Canadian Mint is inves-
tigating a product that they call Mint Chip and it is e-currency. 
And it is something that they are looking into, but I do not have 
a lot of details on that. I can have someone from the Canadian 
Mint provide a statement to the committee if that would help. 

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. I was kind of curious what digital currency 
would be, how you—what it would look like—how it would interact, 
and what—it is kind of interesting. Everything else has gone dig-
ital. Why not currency, I guess. 

I guess the next question I have is with regards to the amount 
of money that seems to be coming out of circulation. One of the 
comments that was made or some of the discussion that was had 
was how much of the money that comes out of circulation is due 
to collecting and loss and things like that. 

How much—every year we produce more, I guess, coinage to be 
able to supply more activity. How much of it is—or do you have 
any research that shows why we are producing more? Is it because 
of loss—just dropping in the back of your seat of your car or some-
thing or, it comes out of—are people collecting it? Why do we need 
to continue to do more? 

Mr. WEBER. We haven’t conducted any studies about the reasons 
for coinage leaving circulation. At the time that the Mint was com-
pleting the 50-State Quarter Program, it did provide what it be-
lieved to be an estimate that approximately half of the coins that 
it had minted for the program were likely held by collectors be-
cause of the unique collector value of those coins at the time. I 
don’t believe that would necessarily apply to the other denomina-
tions. But as I mentioned, we have not studied that issue. 

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Okay. I see my time is up. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Chairman PAUL. I thank the gentleman. I yield 5 minutes to 
Ranking Member Clay. 
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Mr. CLAY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for yielding. And thank 
you for conducting this hearing. 

Let me ask Mr. Weber—as a consultant to the Royal Canadian 
Mint, in your experience, did Canada face higher manufacturing 
costs as a result of the replacement die they had to use? 

Mr. WEBER. Actually, Canada not only advanced their coinage 
material, but concurrently came up with technology to improve 
tool-and-die life. And the Canadian Mint actually markets that 
technology internationally to other mints. 

So in fact, with the transition to multi-ply and improvements in 
their tool-and-die manufacturing, they actually saw an improve-
ment in tool and die. 

Mr. CLAY. Time-wise, how long did the process take from start 
to finish? 

Mr. WEBER. The approval for multi-ply came in 1996, and the 
coins were introduced in 2001. But the majority of that time was 
taken up with the construction of a manufacturing facility in Win-
nipeg, so all of the technology in and around the multi-layer plat-
ing process had to be developed. And equipment needed to be pur-
chased and installed. 

So from initiation to introduction was a period of 5 years, but 
that is primarily due to the fact that the manufacturing facility 
had to be constructed. 

Mr. CLAY. Thank you. And Mr. Bosco, your testimony discusses 
significant raw material cost savings associated with a transition 
to copper-plated steel, but does not address the concerns outlined 
by former Mint Director Moore that the savings incurred from 
using steel could be offset by higher manufacturing costs. Is this 
something that you can address? 

Mr. BOSCO. Not at this time. Our study did not look at the costs 
associated with transitioning the penny to plated steel. So I am not 
in a position to address that— 

Mr. CLAY. What factors should Congress consider in order to 
mitigate the impact that changes to composition of the penny and 
the nickel could have on existing coin-operated devices? Mr. Blake? 

Mr. BLAKE. Yes. I think I can answer that for you. I strongly en-
courage the establishment of a subcommittee with Congress in-
volved with all stakeholders in trying to make these kinds of deci-
sions. They are not easy. There are a lot of considerations that 
need to be made. And I think that is the best approach. 

If I could go to the example of what has happened in Canada, 
when they were working on the $1 and $2 coin changes, Cummins 
Allison was involved very early in the process. We were given test 
coins before the coins were introduced to make sure that whatever 
impact it had on our equipment, we could manage and minimize 
costs. 

The same thing happened with the introduction of the euro coins 
back in the early 2000s. Again, we were involved early. The Mint 
engaged us early in that process to make sure that what they were 
doing was something that was more compatible with what would 
be taking place when they introduced those changes in industry 
and in the marketplace. 

Mr. CLAY. In Representative Stiver’s bill, the Steel Nickel Act in-
cludes a provision to ensure that the Secretary of the Treasury sets 
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specifications of the 5-cent coin in a way that would ensure that 
not more than one change would have to be made to coin accepting 
and coin handling equipment. Should a similar provision be in-
cluded in the bill he introduced to change the composition of the 
penny? 

Mr. BLAKE. I think anything you can do to reduce the cost of the 
penny and the nickel is something that Cummins supports. How-
ever, I still strongly—I don’t know how you could simply say, ‘‘It 
is only limited to one change.’’ 

I think you have to go through a series of investigative activities 
with stakeholders and try to arrive at an acceptable solution that 
quite honestly works. And whatever those changes are, the objec-
tive should always be to try to minimize the societal costs and the 
cost of making those changes to existing equipment and machines 
that are installed in the vending and anybody who is processing 
coin and currency. 

Mr. CLAY. Thank you for your response. And Mr. Chairman, I 
yield back. 

Chairman PAUL. I thank the gentleman. I yield 5 minutes to Mr. 
Huizenga from Michigan. 

Mr. HUIZENGA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate that. And 
having a formerly Canadian wife, I am very familiar with the 
‘‘loonie’’ and the ‘‘toonie’’ as they are dubbed up in Canada. 

But at this time, I am actually going to give my time to my good 
friend and colleague from Ohio, Mr. Stivers. If that is okay, I will 
yield to him. 

Mr. STIVERS. Thank you for yielding me time. I do want to ad-
dress one thing that has come up a couple of times from the gen-
tleman from Missouri and the gentlelady from New York about the 
study that is going on. 

Congress has a constitutional mandate to regulate security in Ar-
ticle I, Section VIII, Clause V, which I would like to read, since it 
is only one sentence long: ‘‘Congress has the responsibility to coin 
money, regulate the value of foreign coin, and fix the standard 
weights and measures thereof.’’ 

So, I don’t think Congress should cede its authority and constitu-
tionally mandated requirement to deal with currency. And while I 
consider the folks at the U.S. Mint to be experts, it is Congress’ job 
to do this. That is why I have introduced these bills and that is 
why I think it is important. 

The first question I have is for Mr. Blake. It is pretty simple. 
When you suggested that counterfeiting may be a problem, do you 
expect that is a high likelihood or a low likelihood with the 1-cent 
and 5-cent coins? 

Mr. BLAKE. Let’s face it. We are talking about going with mate-
rials that are lower cost and more readily available. Whenever you 
do that, you always open yourself up to the possibility— 

Mr. STIVERS. I understand that. I am asking if you think it is a 
high likelihood or a low likelihood that the 1-cent and the 5-cent 
coins— 

Mr. BLAKE. On low-value coins, it is probably less likely. 
Mr. STIVERS. Thank you. That is all I needed there. 
The second question I have is for Mr. Weber. You talked about 

an alloy recovery program that over 6 years has been in place in 
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Canada. What percent of the previous coins have been recovered? 
Do you have any idea? 

Mr. WEBER. I am really not sure, but I could get that information 
for you, Congressman. 

Mr. STIVERS. Okay. That kind of goes to the question that I had 
for Mr. Bosco. You suggested that maybe a third of the coins could 
be recovered. I didn’t know if that was—what you used for that or 
how you came by that number. that is why I wanted to compare 
it to the experience that Mr. Weber might have seen in Canada. 

Mr. BOSCO. It was essentially—it was judgment. We looked at 
the dollars retrieved in Canada and tried to back into what that 
might translate into in terms of number of coins. But that number 
is subject to refinement, clearly. 

Mr. STIVERS. Sure. And obviously, that money can be used to— 
for any capital expenditures and the balance could be returned to 
the U.S. taxpayers or to pay down the national debt. Obviously, we 
would have to do that legislatively. 

The next question I have is actually for Mr. Blake. We talked a 
little bit about the impact on the vending machine industry and 
that is what I want to get to next. What is the cycle for capital ex-
penditures on vending machines? And over what period of time 
would they typically update or replace their machine through cap-
ital expenditures? Obviously, that varies a little bit, but can you 
give us an idea? 

Mr. BLAKE. Cummins Allison is not involved directly in vending 
machine devices and so forth. We make machines that count cur-
rency and handling, so I am not in a good position to speak on that 
regard. 

Mr. STIVERS. Okay. My understanding is that it is a 5- to 7-year 
cycle that they update and replace most of their machines. And I 
guess the point of that is that as long as we work within that cycle, 
we can help ensure and limit the cost to these folks. 

And that is, I guess, my question for Mr. Weber. What did the 
Royal Canadian Mint do to pacify the vending machine industry’s 
concerns? Obviously, you had a 5-year window of phasing in. Did 
that help? What else did you do? Obviously, you limited some of 
the changes. Could you help us understand how you worked with 
the vending industry in Canada? Or how they worked with the 
vending industry? 

Mr. WEBER. I think the more relevant experience is the introduc-
tion of the $1 and $2 coin. As I mentioned, in the first 5 years, a 
lot of that time was taken up with the construction of the plating 
facility. So what Canada did was they invited all of the stake-
holders in. And these are the cash handling people, cash transpor-
tation folks, charitable organizations, national banks, and of 
course, the vending machine people. 

And what Canada did was actually delayed for 1 year the intro-
duction of these coins to allow the vending machine people more 
time primarily to upgrade software, because essentially the shape 
of the coin didn’t change. And with that allowance of additional 
time and great communications and getting samples into people’s 
hands early, the impact on the vending industry in Canada was 
minimal. 
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I don’t think you can eliminate it. There is going to be some ex-
pense there, but I think it can be managed. And it is managed 
through education and communication. 

Mr. STIVERS. Thank you. I yield back the balance of time to Mr. 
Huizenga. 

Chairman PAUL. I thank the gentleman. And now, I yield 5 min-
utes to the gentleman from Texas, Mr. Green. 

Mr. GREEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I thank Ranking Member 
Clay. I also thank acting Chairman Cleaver. I thank the witnesses 
for testifying as well. 

I would like to make mention of a few things that I believe are 
important as it relates to this effort, to the effort itself. Obviously, 
we all agree that we should not pay 2.4 cents to produce a penny, 
and we should not pay 11.2 cents to produce a nickel. 

The question becomes, what is the approach that we would uti-
lize to remedy this? And in seeking an approach, I would like to 
acknowledge some of my colleagues who have been associated with 
this endeavor. Of course, our former chairman, the Honorable Bar-
ney Frank, and Mr. Gutierrez introduced a piece of legislation. I 
would like to note that this piece of legislation passed the House 
in 2008. It did not make it through the Senate, but the House has 
acted on this issue. And I want to thank the current Members, 
Representatives Roskam and Castle. 

I think everyone is trying to move in the same direction. It is 
just that there are different approaches. I think it is important to 
make mention of Representative Watt, because he did pass a bill 
in the House that made it to the President’s desk and did receive 
the President’s signature. This bill gave authority to conduct R&D 
on all circulating coins. 

And it is important to note his bill, titled the Coin Modernization 
Oversight and Continuity Act—it is important to note that this au-
thority has been accorded the Treasury. Actually, it requires the 
Mint to report to Congress. And that report is due by December 
14th of this year. It is important to note this, because he seems to 
have taken a rather holistic approach without giving a sense of di-
rection—simply said, ‘‘Help us with our sense of direction.’’ 

And that report, I would assume, was thought to be something 
that would be beneficial at the time we passed the law that re-
quired the report. And if we thought it would be beneficial to have 
the report, it would seem that we would think it beneficial to uti-
lize the report that passed in the bill that passed the House, 
passed the Senate, and was signed by the President. 

So I do express a desire to know what the report will contain, 
such that we will have an opportunity to get some additional sense 
of direction. Let me just ask each of you to respond to the concern 
that we hear by way of the report, some of the needs thought to 
be associated with this issue. Mr. Blake? 

Mr. BLAKE. Again, I commend the Members of Congress for tak-
ing the steps to try to reduce cost. I think that is a step in the right 
direction. We are all looking for direction in this matter. I think it 
is an important matter. And if we can start to get some direction 
from the report that is due later in the year, then that would be 
a good thing. 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 12:15 Aug 17, 2012 Jkt 075089 PO 00000 Frm 00024 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 K:\DOCS\75089.TXT TERRIE



19 

I also encourage the establishment, again, of a committee. What 
we don’t want to happen is something in the report and then act 
on it in haste. So I think we are all interested in what is going to 
happen in December with this report. 

Mr. GREEN. Because my time is about to elapse and I would like 
to hear from the other two—let me just simply say this to you, sir, 
and to all of you—do you think that, given that the bill that re-
quires the report passed the House, passed the Senate, and was 
signed by the President, should we look into the report before we 
take action? Or should we simply ignore the fact that a bill passed 
the House, passed the Senate, and was signed by the President 
calling for information, calling for intelligence on how to do this— 
required an R&D research be done? Do you think that we ought 
to honor what we required—the House, the Senate, signed by the 
President? Is that of no consequence? 

I will start with Mr. Blake, again. Mr. Blake, let me just go to 
the next person now, because my time is up. Go ahead, sir. 

Mr. BOSCO. We certainly are not in any position to direct Con-
gress with regard to the timing of approaching this issue. The pur-
pose of our studies, which predated actually the bills that— 

Mr. GREEN. Because my time is about up, your position is that 
you would not direct Congress. Thank you. And I don’t mean to be 
rude, crude, and unrefined; it is just that I would like to hear from 
others. 

What is your position, Mr. Weber? 
Mr. WEBER. I think there is—certainly, waiting for the report is 

a good idea. But I think in the interim, you continue to lose money 
on these coins. So I think the committee needs to be aware of tax-
payer losses on an ongoing basis, so that when the report is issued, 
you can act relatively quickly to make whatever changes are nec-
essary. 

Mr. GREEN. So your position is to use the report, but start a proc-
ess now. Okay. 

I thank all of you for your time. And thank you, Mr. Chairman, 
you have been more than generous. I yield back. 

Chairman PAUL. I thank the gentleman. We will have time for 
a second round of questioning. 

I would like to direct my question to Mr. Weber. 
You are not with Jarden Zinc Products at the moment. Is that 

correct? 
Mr. WEBER. That is correct. 
Chairman PAUL. Does that company do any blanks or participate 

in any private mintage? Or is this always blanks and different 
things for governments? 

Mr. WEBER. Jarden produces blanks for a number of different 
countries that are struck for circulating coinage. They do not, to 
the best of my knowledge, participate in token programs and things 
of that nature, though they have some, I believe, capacity for strik-
ing coins—it is very limited. 

Chairman PAUL. So it is mostly government, then. I am inter-
ested, obviously, in the nature of money and our finances. And 
there is a private coin that is issued now and it is an ounce of cop-
per. And it is a large coin. It reminds me of the big penny that we 
had many, many years ago. 
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That coin today, because it is one ounce—my estimate—it is 
probably worth about 25 cents. So in reality, in real money, it is 
worth about a quarter. What is your opinion about more of that 
coming up? One of my answers to our dilemma is not so much to 
close down the system we have, but just allow some competition 
out there—competition with our current monetary system, instead 
of trying to doctor up and tinker around and make this money 
work that is constantly losing value, where we can’t even afford 
steel in our money. 

What is your opinion about maybe encouraging private alter-
natives, say in coinage? There is a lot of resistance in the govern-
ment, because governments like a monopoly on coinage. But the 
whole idea that you can have today a copper coin that is worth a 
quarter and the worst thing that could happen to that is that its 
purchasing power will probably go up. 

Do you have any sympathy at all for private competition in the 
use of coinage? 

Mr. WEBER. I think there is a very, very robust market in bullion 
coins. And bullion coins can be purchased from the Mint. They can 
be purchased from private producers. They can be purchased inter-
nationally. 

To consider copper or nickel a bullion product is a bit of a 
stretch. Because what people are doing is, they want to make that 
investment. They are not making that investment in the hopes that 
they are going to lose money. So it is an investment vehicle. They 
are buying it today in the hopes it will go up in the future. It is 
different than having coins and currency for commerce. 

Chairman PAUL. But overall, the precious metals, they have obvi-
ously, in terms of dollars, gone up in value. The dollar keeps going 
down. 

Yes, buying bullion coins may be as an investment protection one 
thing, but I am talking about permitting competition. Because the 
monopoly laws say that if you tried to use a silver ounce in circula-
tion and use it as money or call it a dollar, you can get into really 
serious trouble with that. The government doesn’t like that. The 
Treasury comes down pretty hard on an individual. 

But I am trying to see a transition period where we would have 
more of this. So in your personal view, would you have any sym-
pathy for maybe permitting a little competition—true competi-
tion—in coinage? Where in a way, it would indirectly place even a 
bigger check on government destroying the value of money—it 
would be an incentive to say, hey, maybe we ought to keep up with 
the private market. 

Mr. WEBER. I think the real challenge there is interstate com-
merce. If I buy a copper coin of some sort minted in New York, I 
have no idea what the purchasing power of that coin would be in 
California if it is coming from a private facility. Whereas, if I am 
getting a quarter from Denver or Philly, it doesn’t matter, I can 
take it anywhere in the country and use it. So I think managing 
that would have some real challenges. 

Chairman PAUL. But the purchasing power of our dollar is dif-
ferent in New York as in Texas, also. It varies a whole lot. 

Okay. I think we will go on, and I will yield 5 minutes to Mr. 
Cleaver. 
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Mr. CLEAVER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I actually only have 
one question, and any of the three of you can answer, I would hope. 
Given the emerging technologies which generate a higher and high-
er demand for metals and alloys, and as Dr. Paul mentioned ear-
lier, that when you have that demand for those metals and alloys, 
that then the cost is going to rise. Is there any benefit in consid-
ering non-metallic alternatives? Plastic? Pigskin? The sky is the 
limit. 

Are there some non-metallic alternatives that—with you, Mr. 
Weber—that Canada considered? What are some options? Why 
would we go into an area where we know the cost of the metals 
and alloys are rising and start using that for new coinage? 

Mr. WEBER. I am not aware of any attempts to make plastic 
coins, for example. There was some discussion of ceramics, but that 
looks to be more expensive than the metals. It is interesting. The 
human experience is that if you go to a country that uses alu-
minum for coins, there is a perception that those are useless be-
cause people want to feel the weight of a coin. So generally, the 
heavier metals have been the coins that have gotten the most via-
bility in the commercial marketplace. 

Mr. CLEAVER. Okay, maybe I am out here by myself. We know 
that the cost of the metal will rise. We have new technologies com-
ing out every day and they are demanding more metals. And so, 
am I way out there to assume that the cost is going to continue 
to rise for metals and alloys? 

Mr. WEBER. I think it is a reasonable assumption that demand 
could drive prices higher. I think that is why it is really incumbent 
to have ongoing development programs and ongoing research pro-
grams to stay ahead of the curve. It is one of the things that Cana-
dians have really done a very good job at—very innovative—very 
research-driven. And they have a few things on the shelf that look 
very promising. 

Mr. CLEAVER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman PAUL. I thank the gentleman. I want to thank the wit-

nesses today for their testimony. And our hearing is now ad-
journed. 

The Chair notes that some Members may have additional ques-
tions for the panel, which they may wish to submit in writing. 
Without objection, the hearing record will remain open for 30 days 
for Members to submit written questions to these witnesses and to 
place their responses in the record. 

[Whereupon, at 11:13 a.m., the hearing was adjourned.] 
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